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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election of Species A, claims 7 and 25, in the reply filed on 1/9/06 is 
acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed 
errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an election without traverse 
(MPEP§ 818.03(a)). 

Drawings 

2. The drawings were received on 6/4/04. These drawings are accepted. 

Specification 

3. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: the specification lacks antecedent basis for the structural sheet having a 
plurality of perforations, as set forth in lines 6-7 of claim 13. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 5 and 14 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Regarding claim 5, "an" should be --a— before "transparent" in line 1. 
Regarding claim 14, it is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper 

dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent 
form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Note that claim 13, from which 14 depends, 
already establishes that the structural sheet is a metal sheet in line 12 (also see 1 12 2 nd paragraph 
rejection below with respect to claim 13). 
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Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 13-25 and 27-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

With respect to claim 13, it recites the limitation "the metal sheet' 1 in line 12. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. One reading the claim in light of the 
specification would have readily appreciated that the metal sheet is the structural sheet being 
claimed in claim 13. Therefore, it is suggested to insert -metal- before "structural sheet" in 
lines 6, 8, 9 and 1 1 and insert -structural- between "metal" and "sheet" in line 12. 

Regarding claims 16 and 20-21, they recite the limitation "the metal sheets" in line 2. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested to change 
this to -the metal sheet-. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 1-7, 9-25 and 27-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Day et al. (US 5665450, listed in IDS) in view of the collective teachings of Marini (US 
2322582) and Orcutt (US 4277294) and further in view of Padden (US 5500272). 

Day teaches forming an aircraft window that exhibits excellent transparency and superior 
strength as compared to conventional windows made from transparent glass/plastic sheets that 
are bonded via transparent plastic interlayers (column 1, lines 18-52). Instead, Day makes the 
window using transparent fiber pre-impregnated resin tapes, otherwise known as pre-pregs, that 
are stacked and then heated and pressed to cause the resin to melt and eventually cure thereby 
laminating the tapes to form the window (column 3, lines 5-8 and 52-65; column 11, lines 48-51; 
column 12, lines 4-12; column 10, lines 35-40; column 15, lines 15-25 and 44-46). 

It is well known and conventional in the aircraft window art to attach the transparent 
components of a window (i.e. glass/plastic sheets and interlayers) to a metal frame/reinforcement 
structure, comprising at least one metal sheet that defines an opening, that allows the window to 
be easily incorporated into the aircraft's fuselage. Instead of laminating the transparent 
components to form the window and then subsequently attaching/bonding the laminated window 
to the frame/reinforcement, the prior art combines these steps into one by applying the 
transparent components to the metal sheet to at least partially cover the metal sheet and fill the 
opening and then heating and pressing the metal sheet and transparent components to 
laminate/bond the same via the interlayers, as taught by the collective teachings of Marini 
(Figures 1-2 - metal sheet 5, glass/plastic sheets 2 and interlayers 4; p. 1, column 1, lines 20-50; 
p. 1, column 2, lines 4-55) and Orcutt (Figures 1-4 - metal sheet 21/23, glass/plastic sheets 29/33 
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and interlayers 31; column 1, lines 5-8; column 5, lines 44-48; column 6, lines 55-57; column 7, 
lines 37-60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to attach a metal frame/reinforcement structure, in the form of a metal sheet defining 
an opening, to the transparent pre-pregs (window components) of Day using a single bonding 
step by applying the transparent pre-pregs of Day to the metal sheet to at least partially cover the 
metal sheet and fill the opening and then using the heating and pressing of Day to melt and 
eventually cure the resin in the pre-pregs thereby laminating the same to each other and to the 
metal sheet to form the window because such a bonding step is known in the art for 
simultaneously laminating transparent window components to each other and to a metal 
frame/reinforcement, as taught by the collective teachings of Marini and Orcutt, where the metal 
frame/reinforcement allows the window to be easily incorporated into an aircraft's fuselage and a 
single bonding step simplifies the manufacturing process; especially since it is known in the 
aircraft industry to simultaneously bond pre-pregs to each other and to metal sheets interposed 
between the pre-pregs by melting and curing the resin in the pre-pregs, as taught by Padden 
(Figure 1; abstract; column 1, lines 12-13; column 2, lines 19-25). 

It is further noted that Day teaches a tool for lay-up of the pre-pregs (column 10, lines 35- 
40 and 60-62). It is further noted that Marini teaches the metal sheet 5 having perforations (p. 2, 
column 2, lines 8-9) and Orcutt teaches the metal sheet 21/23 having perforations 24 (Figure 1; 
column 5, lines 45-47). If it is not taken that Marini and/or Orcutt teach perforations in the metal 
sheet, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to include perforations in the metal 
sheet of Day because such is known in the art, as taught by Padden, for decreasing the weight of 
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the laminate while also improving the strength of the laminate since the resin can flow through 
the perforations to achieve a gripping mechanism between the metal sheets and pre-pregs 
(abstract of Padden). 

9. Claims 13-25 and 27-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stefanik (US 4004388) in view of Roberts et al. (US 3953630), also in view of Padden and also 
in view of Day. 

Stefanik teaches forming an aircraft window by providing a tool 48, which comprises tool 
members 49 and 50, providing pre-pregs 25-28, layering the pre-pregs onto the tool member 50, 
and heating the tool and pre-pregs such that the resin in the pre-pregs flows and eventually cures 
thereby laminating the same (Figure 6; column 3, lines 30-34; column 5, lines 39-55; column 6, 
lines 37-52). It is noted that the portions of the pre-pregs that extend beyond the edges of glass 
sheets 14/15 and interlayer 16 allow for mounting of the window in an opening of the aircraft's 
fuselage (column 4, lines 39-43). 

It is known in the aircraft window art to insert metal sheets 24 between the portions of 
fiber pre- forms 22, which extend beyond the edges of glass sheets 10/1 1 and interlayer 12 for 
mounting of the window in an opening of the aircraft's fuselage, to reinforce the extending 
portions, wherein the fiber pre-forms and metal sheets are laminated to each other via a curable 
resin 26, as taught by Roberts (Figures 1-2; column 1, lines 6-8; column 5, lines 40-55; column 
7, lines 32-42). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to insert metal sheets between the pre-pregs of Stefanik that extend beyond the edges 
of the glass sheets and interlayer before the heating step of Stefanik because such is known in the 
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art for reinforcing fibrous layers that extend beyond the edges of the glass sheets and interlayer, 
as taught by Roberts. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to include perforations in the metal 
sheets of Stefanik in view of Roberts because it is known in the aircraft art to interleave 
perforated metal sheets between pre-pregs to strengthen the pre-pregs, where the perforations 
decrease the weight of the laminate while also improving the bond strength of the laminate since 
the resin can flow through the perforations to achieve a gripping mechanism between the metal 
sheets and pre-pregs, as taught by Padden (abstract). 

It is noted that Stefanik also teaches the pre-pregs 25-28 extending over portions of the 
exterior of the glass sheets and extending between the interior of the glass sheets and interlayer 
(Figure 6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use pre-pregs that are transparent so as not 
to affect the optical clarity of the window since transparent pre-pregs are known in the aircraft 
window art, as taught by Day (see above for complete discussion). 

Double Patenting 

10. Applicant is advised that should claims 18-21 be found allowable, claims 23-24 and 27- 
28 will be objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being substantial duplicates thereof. When two 
claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the 
same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object 
to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

1 1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
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application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In reLongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

12. Claims 1-7, 9-25 and 27-33 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 7 and 9-19 of copending 
Application No. 10/655,257 in view of Day et al. 

It would have been obvious to use pre-impregnated fiber performs in the process of the 
'257 Application because such is known in the window art, as taught by Day, where this 
eliminates the step of applying resin to the assembly during lamination. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

13. Claims 1-7, 9-25 and 27-33 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 17-20 of copending 
Application No. 1 1/316,173 in view of Day et al. 

It would have been obvious to use pre-impregnated fiber performs in the process of the 
* 1 73 Application because such is known in the window art, as taught by Day, where this 
eliminates the step of applying resin to the assembly during lamination. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jessica L. Rossi whose telephone number is 571-272-1223. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00-5:30) First Friday Off 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard D. Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



JESSICA ROSSI 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 




